Application No, 10/806,092 Docket No.: 1 163-0500PUS! 

Amendment dated February 27, 2007 

After Final Office Action of November 27, 2006 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-21 are pending in the present application, Claim 1 has been amended. Claim 1 
is the sole independent claim. The Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider his rejections 
in view of the above amendments and the following remarks. 

Interview an February 7, 2007 

Applicants wish to thank Examiner Chau Nguyen for taking the time to discuss the 
application with Applicants' representative, Jason Rhodes, during the personal interview 
conducted on February 7, 2007. The substance of the interview is provided below. 

Substance o f the Interview 

Identification of claims discussed: claim L 

Identification of prior art discussed; U.S. Patent Publication 2003/0023634 to Justice 
et ah (hereafter " Justice"). 

General Thrust of Arguments: Justice does not add content to a structured document 
as claimed, 

Identification of Proposed Amendments: The Examiner and Applicants* 
representative discussed amendments for claim 1 to clarify the claimed "content," 

General results: While there was tentative agreement that the proposed claim 
amendments would distinguish over the Examiner's previous interpretation of Justice, the 
Examiner said it would be necessary to revaluate Justice and conduct an update search in view of 
the proposed amendments. 
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Rejection Under 35 K&C § 103 

Rao/Justice Rejection 

Claims 1-3, 6, 7, and 17 stand rejected under 35 U,S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,581,056 to Rao (hereafter "Rao") in view of U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No, 2003/0023634 to Justice et al (hereafter "Justice")' This rejection, insofar as it 
pertains to the presently pending claims, is respectfully traversed. 

During the aforementioned interview, the Examiner explained that she was relying on 
Justice's indiscriminate markup file to teach the claimed structured document, and on Justice's 
discriminate markup file to teach the claimed markup document. In addition, the Examiner stated 
that she was broadly interpreting the term "content" in claim 1 as reading on the markup tags in 
Justice's discriminate markup file. 

Applicants do not concede that the Examiner's interpretation of Justice or the claims is 
proper. Further, assuming arguendo that the Examiner's interpretations are reasonable, Applicants 
still do not concede the appropriateness of this rejection. However, in an effort to expedite 
prosecution, Applicants have amended claim 1 to clarify the claimed "content" and more clearly 
distinguish over Justice. 

As such, claim 1 has been amended to recite that the content, which is added to the 
structured document to generate the markup document, is different from the markup tans in the 
markup document. In Justice, when comparing the discriminate markup file (Fig, 3) to the 
indiscriminate markup file (Fig. 4), it is clear that the only differences between the two documents 
are in the markup tags. There is no difference in content between Justice's indiscriminate and 
discriminate markup file. Thus, it is clear that Justice does not add content to the indiscriminate 
markup file in order to generate the discriminate markup file, 

Furthermore, as admitted by the Examiner in page 3 of the Office Action, Rao does not 
remedy this deficiency of Justice. 
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At least for the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully submit that independent 
claim 1 is in condition for allowance. Further, Applicants submit that claims 2, 3, 6, 7, and 17 are 
allowable at least by virtue of their dependency on an allowable claim. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

Other Rejections 

Claims 4 and 8 stand rejected under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rao, Justice, and 
U.S. Patent No. 7,020,685 to Chen et al. (hereafter "Chen"), 

Claims 5 and 9 stand rejected under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rao, Justice, and 
U.S. Patent No. 5,848,415 to Guck (hereafter "Guck"). 

Claims 10, II, 14, 16, and 18-21 stand rejected under § 103 as being unpatentable over Rao, 
Justice, and U.S. Patent No. 6,748,569 to Brooke et al (hereafter "Brooke"). 

Claims 12 and 13 stand rejected under § 103 as being unpatentable over Rao, Justice, 
Brooke, and U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2001/0044811 to Ballantyne et al (hereafter 
"Ballantyne"), 

It is respectfully submitted that none of Chen, Guck, Brooke, and Ballantyne remedies 
the deficiencies of Rao and Justice set forth above in connection with independent claim 1. 

Conclusion 

Since the remaining patents cited by the Examiner have not been utilized to reject the 
claims, but to merely show the state of the art, no comment need be made with respect thereto . 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, it is believed that the claims clearly 
distinguish over the patents relied on by the Examiner, either alone or in combination. 
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Should the Examiner believe that any outstanding matters remain in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Jason W. Rhodes (Reg. No. 
47,305) at the telephone number of the undersigned to discuss the present application in an effort 
to expedite prosecution. 



If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future replies 
to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No- 02-2448 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C,F,R. §§ 1.16 or 1.17; particularly, extension of time fees. 



Dated: February 27, 2007 Respectfully submitted, 



By 

Michael IC Mutter 
Registration No.: 29,680 

BIRCH, STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 
81 10 Gatehouse Road 
Suite 100 East 
P.O. Box 747 

Falls Church, Virginia 22040-0747 
(703) 205-8000 
Attorney for Applicant 
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